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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 1-71 are presented for examination. Claims 1,13, 26, 35, 43, 54, and 64 
are independent claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 

form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed 
publication in this or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

Claims 1-6, 9-12, 43-46, 49, and 50-53 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Miller et al. (hereinafter Miller), United States Patent number 
6,147,703. 

Regarding claim 1, Miller teaches a method for displaying a representation of at 
least one image in an application program in a computer having a graphical user 
interface, comprising storing at least a first image data set (higher resolution image) and 
a second image data set (lower resolution image) for each at least one image (see 
column 4 lines 42-45), wherein the first image data set (higher resolution image) is of a 
different resolution than the second image data set (lower resolution image); using the 
stored first image data set (higher resolution image) to display the at least one image in 
the graphical user interface (see column 7 lines 18-29); and moving the at least one 
displayed image using the graphical user interface, and while moving, using at least the 
stored second image data set (lower resolution image) to display the image in the 
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graphical user interface (see column 4 lines 65-67). Miller teaches that showing a lower 
resolution image while scrolling through higher resolution images increases the 
perceived speed of scrolling, and therefore it is desirable to use lower resolution images 
in place of higher resolution images while the images are moving on the display (see 
column 4 lines 42-45 and 65-67, and column 7 lines 18-29). 

Regarding claim 2, Miller teaches that the resolution of the first image data set 
is higher than the resolution of the second image data set (see column 4 lines 42-45). 

Regarding claim 3, Miller teaches that the resolution of the first image data set 
is determined in accordance with a magnification of the displayed at least one image 
(see column 4 lines 42-45). Images of higher resolution are displayed as larger 
pictures, i.e. pictures with greater magnification. 

Regarding claim 4, Miller teaches moving the at least one displayed image 
comprises moving the at least one displayed image smoothly and continuously. When 
the user presses and holds a direction button, the images scroll smoothly (see column 7 
lines 18-29). When the image strip reaches the end, the image strip moves 
continuously back to the beginning of the strip (see column 6 lines 38-43). 

Regarding claim 5, Miller teaches that moving the at least one displayed image 
comprises scrolling (see column 5 lines 19-22). 

Regarding claim 6, Miller teaches that the at least one displayed image is 
moved by a user interfacing with the graphical user interface (see column 6 lines 38- 
46). 
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Regarding claims 9 and 10, Miller teaches prior to storing the image data sets, 
processing the at least one image to form the image data sets for each at least one 
image; wherein the processing occurs when the at least one image is associated with 
the application program (see column 4 lines 10-13). Miller's invention captures real- 
world images, then must process the images to digitize them and store them as image 
data sets on the device, where it is associated with the device's previewing software. 

Regarding claim 11, Miller teaches that the stored image data sets are 
transferred to the application program (see column 8 lines 26-42). The act of capturing 
the real-world images transfers the image data sets to the camera device. The 
application program of Miller is the device's previewing software. The image data sets 
are transferred to the application program when the user attempts to preview the 
images stored on the device. 

Regarding claim 12, Miller teaches that at least one of the first and second 
image data sets for each at least one image comprises a full resolution version of the 
image (see column 5 lines 56-67). The higher resolution image of Miller is the full 
resolution version of the image. 

Claims 43-46 and 50-53 recite a computer-readable medium with substantially 
the same limitations as the method of claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 12, and 9-11, respectively. 
Therefore, claims 43-46 and 50-53 are rejected under the same rationale. 

Regarding claim 49, the images of Miller are processed and loaded by the 
program (see column 4 lines 52-54). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 7, 8, 13-23, 24-42, 47, 48, 54-71 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 

being unpatentable over Miller (6,147,703) supra and Anderson, United States Patent 

number 6,215,523. 

Regarding claim 7, Miller teaches all the limitations of claim 7 but is silent on the 
limitation of at least one of the first or second image data sets for each at least one 
image is in a memory mapped format. Anderson teaches a similar invention providing 
more efficient scrolling of preview images on a camera device, and also explicitly 
teaches that the images are in memory mapped format (see column 14 lines 26-32). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to use memory mapped format with the images because there must be a way to 
associate the low resolution images with the high resolution images on the device. 

Regarding claim 8, Miller teaches all the limitations of claim 8, but is silent on 
the limitation that at least one of the first or second image data sets for each at least 
one image is uncompressed. Once again, Anderson teaches a similar invention, but 
also explicitly teaches that the lower resolution images may be uncompressed (see 
column 7 lines 52-60). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine the invention of Anderson with the 
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invention of Miller for the purpose of taking advantage of the efficiency gained in not 
having to decompress the images before they are displayed. 

Claims 13-23 and 25 have substantially the same limitations as claims 1-12, 
respectively, except that claims 13-23 and 25 recite the invention as comprising at least 
three or more image data sets for each of a plurality of images, whereas claims 1-12 
recite the invention as comprising at least a first image data set and a second image 
data set for each at least one image. Claims 1-12 have been established as fully 
anticipated by either Miller alone, or the combination of Miller and Anderson. Anderson 
further teaches that three image data sets are used - a thumbnail image, a screennail 
image, and the compressed image data (see column 7 lines 32-39). Because the 
inventions of Anderson and Miller are very similar, one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made would have found it obvious to combine the invention 
taught by Anderson with the invention taught by Miller to arrive at the instant invention 
as recited in claims 13-23 and 25. 

Regarding claim 24, the combination of Anderson and Miller as discussed 
previously teaches all the limitations of claim 24 except that the queried image data sets 
for each of the plurality of images depends on a speed at which the plurality of images 
are moved. Miller teaches that some users may wish to scroll the images at a faster 
speed than the system can display the lower resolution images. Miller's solution to this 
problem is to allow a second, faster scrolling speed where only the image frames are 
shown along with a few interspersed lower resolution images (see column 7 lines 37- 
47). However, both of Miller's scroll speeds use the same lower resolution images. 
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Anderson teaches the use of three different resolutions of images (see column 7 lines 
32-39). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Anderson with the teachings of Miller 
in order to handle multiple scrolling speeds when previewing the images. 

Claim 26 recites a method with substantially the same limitations as claim 13, 
except that claim 26 recites a limitation of selecting one of a plurality of magnification 
levels. Anderson teaches that the camera device has zoom features, which allows for 
the magnification of the images (see column 6 lines 43-47). It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate zoom 
features in digital camera device software in order to allow users to view captured 
images at different resolutions. 

Claims 27-31 and 34 recite a method with substantially the same limitations as 
claims 19-23 and 25, respectively. Therefore, claims 27-31 and 34 are rejected under 
the same rationale. 

Regarding claims 32 and 33, there can inherently be a number of magnification 
levels included in the camera zoom features that are either the same or different than 
the number of image data sets used by the camera device software. 

Claim 35 recites a method with substantially the same limitations as claim 13. 
Therefore, claim 35 is rejected under the same rationale. 

Claims 36 and 37 recite a method with substantially the same limitations as 
claim 19. Therefore, claims 36 and 37 are rejected under the same rationale. 
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Claims 38 and 39 recite a method with substantially the same limitations as 
claim 20. Therefore, claims 38 and 39 are rejected under the same rationale. 

Regarding claims 40 and 42, the inventions of both Miller and Anderson are 
inherently embodied in an application program on the camera device, and the images 
are inherently loaded into the application program on the camera device. Anderson 
explicitly mentions a "computer-readable program instructions to control the operation of 
camera" (see column 4 lines 56-59). 

Claim 41 recites a method with substantially the same limitations as claim 25 of 
the instant application. Therefore, claim 41 is rejected under the same rationale. 

Claims 47 and 48 recite a computer-readable medium with substantially the 
same limitations as claims 7 and 8. Therefore, claims 47 and 48 are rejected under the 
same rationale. 

Claims 54-63 recite a computer-readable medium with substantially the same 
limitations as claims 26-28, 40, 32-34, and 29-31, respectively. Therefore, claims 54-63 
are rejected under the same grounds. 

Claims 64-71 recite a computer-readable medium with substantially the same 
limitations as claims 35-42. Therefore, claims 64-71 are rejected under the same 
grounds. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Stephen Alvesteffer whose telephone number is (571) 
270-1295. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 9:30AM-6:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Cabeca can be reached on (571)272-4048. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




Stephen Alvesteffer 

Examiner 

Art Unit 2173 




